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DETAILED ACTION 

CLAIMS PRESENTED 

Claims 2, 51-101 are presented. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant's arguments seem to be based upon factual errors on crucial 
issues. 

Page 13 of the amendment provides: 

Takahashi discloses that when an unauthorized CD-R is set and the drive starts, an 
authorized signal judging device 10 judges it as an unauthorized disk and a notifying 
device 1 1 

is initiated to notify a user whether or not the user agrees to bear a royalty. Further, 
when the 

user operates a copyright acceptance processing instruction device 12, an 
authorization signal 

writing device 13 operates to write the authorization signal in the CD-R. (Abstract 
and drawing 

1 ). Takahashi does not disclose "... judging whether or not to record the content 
stored in the 

content holding unit based on the copyright processing information held by the 
apparatus-side 

information holding unit and the copyright processing information acquired by the 
medium-side 

information acquiring unit," as recited in claim 2. 

Thus, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 2 is allowable over the art of record. 



Applicant is wrong. Applicant specifically notes the copyright handling of Takahashi 
and yet Applicant actually asserts that Takahashi does not disclose "... judging 
whether or not to record the content stored in the content holding unit based on the 
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copyright processing information lield by the apparatus-side information holding unit 
and the copyright processing information acquired by the medium-side information 
acquiring unit," as recited in claim 2. Takahashi, as Applicant noted, discloses 
judging the content copyright information. The teaching necessarily involves noting 
the content. Because content must be found and noted before any judging can 
occur, Tal<ahashi suggests the judging based on information from both the 
apparatus and the medium. 



Page 14 of the amendment provides: 

Claims 52 and 72 include additional features to those of claim 2 that are patentable 

over 

the prior art, namely: 

... the recording judgment unit compares the copyright processing level 
information recorded on the medium with the copyright processing 
information held by the apparatus-side information holding unit for 
permitting the content to be recorded on the medium when a value of 
the copyright processing information held by the apparatus-side 
information holding unit has a predetermined relation with a value of the 
copyright processing level information recorded in the recording medium. 

For example, the copyright processing level information recorded on the medium 

may 

indicate that a society which manages music copyright has performed the copyright 
processing, 

and music data (e.g. WAV file) is recorded on the recording medium based on the 
copyright 

processing judging information and the copyright processing level. Data (e.g. movie 

content), 

other than the music data, is judged not to be copyright-processed and cannot be 

recorded on 

the recording medium. (Page 11, lines 11-18). Alternatively, the copyright processing 
level 

information may indicate that authorization from the music copyright society and the 
movie 
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copyright society is issued, and tine movie and tlie music can be recorded on the 
recording 

medium. That is, it may judged that copy is OK for only music on a certain recording 
medium 

or copy is OK for the entire content. (Page 1 1 , line 26 to page 12, line 2). 

This argument is based upon citing passages of the specification. First, in response 
to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of applicant's 
invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., the quoted 
passage from the specification) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Second, Applicant's arguments do not comply with 
37 CFR 1 .1 1 1(c) because they do not clearly point out the patentable novelty which 
he or she thinks the claims present in view of the state of the art disclosed by the 
references cited or the objections made. Further, they do not show how the 
amendments avoid such references or objections. Perhaps most importantly. 
Applicant's arguments are wrong in substance as well. The cited features of the 
claims 52, 72 are that of copyright level handling. Copyright relates to a legal right; a 
legal right that inherently has levels. For example, a book may have several 
copyright levels that relate to different activities (copying, publishing, selling, etc.) 
and different portions (the picture on cover of the book, the words of the content of 
the book, etc.). This is also true with contents in a computer. Different activities and 
different portions and different users all meet different levels. How is the feature (as 
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cited and argued by Applicant) novel? How Is It reasonably different from what 
would be Inherently expected? 

Applicant Is respectfully requested to provide further amendments, arguments, or 
other appropriate responses. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following Is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth In this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 51-101 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Takahashi (cited and relied in a previous Office Action). 
Regarding claim 2, Takahashi teaches "An Information processing apparatus for 
recording a content on a recording medium, the apparatus comprising: a content 
holding unit for storing the content; an apparatus-side Information holding unit for 
holding copyright processing Information of the Information processing apparatus; a 
medium-side information acquiring unit for acquiring copyright processing information 
recorded on the recording medium; a recording judgment unit for[ ]; and a content 
recording unit for recording the content Information on the recordinq medium only when 
the recording judgment unit judges that the content Is to be recorded (abstract, 
copyright ...karaoke machine )." 
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Applicant actually asserts that Takahashi does not disclose "... judging whether 
or not to record the content stored in the content holding unit based on the copyright 
processing information held by the apparatus-side information holding unit and the 
copyright processing information acquired by the medium-side information acquiring 
unit," as recited in claim 2. Takahashi, as Applicant noted, discloses judging the 
content copyright information. The teaching necessarily involves noting the content. 
Because content must be found and noted before any judging can occur, the art of 
Takahashi suggests the judging based on information from both the apparatus and the 
medium. 

It was well known in the art to judge based on information from both the 
apparatus and the medium in a situation of audio, visual, or other content for the 
motivation of judging content after the content has been actually found and noted. 

Hence, it would have been obvious to those of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the claimed invention to modify the teachings of Takahashi for the motivation noted in 
the previous paragraphs so as to teach the claimed invention. 

Claim 52: 

The information processing apparatus of claim 2, wherein the apparatus-side 
information holding unit and the recording medium include a copyright processing level 
information on their own copyright processing information respectively, wherein the 
recording judgment unit compares the copyright processing level information recorded 
on the medium with the copyright processing information held by the apparatus-side 
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information holding unit for permitting the content to be recorded on the medium when a 
value of the copyright processing information held by the apparatus-side information 
holding unit has a predetermined relation with a value of the copyright processing level 
information recorded in the recording medium. 

In the amendment of March 12, 2008 (Page 14 of the amendment) Applicant (in 
Applicant's attempt to explain the meaning of claim 2) provided an example of how the 
claimed invention of claim 52 may be used. The copyright processing level information 
recorded on the medium may indicate that a society which manages music copyright 
has performed the copyright processing, recording medium. That is, it may judged that 
copy is OK for only music on a certain recording medium or copy is OK for the entire 
content. Applicant, through this argument, seems to argue that the copyright 
processing level as used in claim 52 must be strongly considered. The cited features of 
claim 52 are that of copyright level handling. Copyright relates to a legal right; a legal 
right that inherently has levels. For example, a book may have several copyright levels 
that relate to different activities (copying, publishing, selling, etc.) and different portions 
(the picture on cover of the book, the words of the content of the book, etc.). This is 
also true with contents in a computer. Different activities and different portions and 
different users all meet different levels. How is the feature (as cited and argued by 
Applicant) novel? How is it reasonably different from what would be inherently 
expected? 

It was well known in the art to have a situation wherein the recording judgment 
unit compares the copyright processing level information recorded on the medium with 



Application/Control Number: 10/506,552 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2134 

the copyright processing information held by the apparatus-side information holding unit 
for permitting the content to be recorded on the medium when a value of the copyright 
processing information held by the apparatus-side information holding unit has a 
predetermined relation with a value of the copyright processing level information 
recorded in the recording medium. This (the situation as recited in the previous 
sentence) is for the motivation of handling copyright processing levels that inherently 
become important upon different activities and different portions and different users. 

Hence, it would have been obvious to those of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the claimed invention to modify the teachings of Takahashi for the motivation noted in 
the previous paragraphs so as to teach the claimed invention. 

Regarding claims 51, 53-70 (reverse proxy, etc.), such particular features are 
well known in the art for the purpose of handling information across computers. 

Claims 71 , 72: These claims are analogous (as Applicant noted) to claims 2, 52 
respectively. For the reasons noted in the rejection of claims 2, 52, these claims are 
not patentable. 

Claims 73-101: such various copyright information handlings and separately 
storing the copyright information are well known for the purposes of security (discourage 
hacking) and disseminating copyright information (so as to inform the user against 
illegal copying). 
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Conclusion 

The art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The art disclosed general background. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Points of Contact 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 



or faxed to: 
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(571 ) 273-8300, (for formal communications intended for entry) 
Or: 

(571) 273-3836 (for informal or draft communications, please label "PROPOSED" or 
"DRAFT") 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Jung whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-3836 
or Kambiz Zand whose telephone number is (571) 272-381 1 . 



/David Y Jung/ 

Acting Examiner of Art Unit 2134 
David Jung 

David Jung 



Patent Examiner 
6/12/08 
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